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IVAN ANDRIJANIC 


METHODS OF UPANISADIC INTERPRETATION 
IN SANKARA’S VEDANTA: THE CASE OF 
VINIYOGAKARANANI AND SADVIDHALINGANI 


I. Introduction 


Although secondary literature dealing with Sankara is vast, and his 
work has been studied quite thoroughly by various scholars, some as- 
pects of his thought still deserve some further elaboration!. This is to 
be expected, bearing in mind the depth and immensity of Sankara’s 
intellectual enterprise. Here I shall attempt to shed some light on the 
exegetical aspects of Sankara’s works, the majority of which are com- 
posed in commentary form. Safkara’s thought and Advaita-Vedanta has 
been widely-known and well represented in secondary literature from 
Deussen’s epochal work Das System des Vedanta (1883) to more re- 
cent works of scholars such as Daniel HH Ingalls, Paul Hacker, Till- 
man Vetter, Sengaku Mayeda, Hajime Nakamura, Richard De Smet and 
others’. It should be said that some themes, such as the relationship 





' At the International Seminar on the Contribution of Sanskrit to World Thought, held in 
January 2012 in Sringeri, Prof. Vempaty Kutumba Sastry was kind to present me his, at the 
time yet unpublished, article Hermeneutical principles and techniques as found in the San- 
skrit text “Sarirakanyayasaigraha”: A lesser-known work of Vivaranaécdrya Prakasatmayati. 
The content and some of the conclusions of the article are remarkably similar to the ideas I 
wanted to express in this article, as well as to my earlier article “Aspects of Early Upanisadic 
Exegesis”. As Prof. Kutumba Sastry presented his paper at the 14th World Sanskrit Confer- 
ence in Kyoto, which I did not attend, I was unfortunately unaware of his work until the 
Sringeri conference. I am very grateful to Prof. Kutumba Sastry for his article and for the 
remarks on my conference paper, which helped me significantly to understand the problem of 
Viniyogakaranani. 

2 As secondary literature on Samikara is quite extensive, I have mentioned only a few 
authors whose impact on our understanding of Sankara’s philosophy is strong. 
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between reason and revelation in Saikara’s philosophy, are well studied 
in works by K.S. Murty (1959) and Halbfass (1983), and the relation- 
ship between reason and revelation is philosophically deeply connected 
with Sankara’s exegetical enterprise. Here I shall try to examine some 
technical tools employed by Sankara in order to interpret Upanisadic 
texts. Two sets of rules for interpretation will be described in this ar- 
ticle together with examples of their usage. These might tell us also 
something of the history of Vedanta and its relation to the rival school 
of Pirva-Mimamsa. The first set of six rules, Viniyogakdrandani, were 
taken from Purva-Mimamsa and reemployed by early Vedantins in a 
peculiar way, to be described later. The second set of six rules are solely 
used in Vedantic textbooks and never in Piirva-Mimamsa; for this rea- 
son they could be regarded as originally Vedantic. Traditionally they are 
called Sadvidhalingani*. As I have already described Sadvidhalingani 
in my previous article “Aspects of early Upanisadic exegesis” I shall 
elaborate here in some detail the usage of Viniyo gakdrandni in Sabara’s 
commentary on Mimémsd-Sitras and in Sankara’s commentary on 
Brahma-Sutras. Sadvidhalingani will be mentioned only briefly with 
some additional elaboration of the rule of concordance of beginning and 
end (upakrama-upasamhara) and its connection to Viniyogakaranani. 
Although it could be said that this approach is more a historical and 
philological one than a philosophical one, a reemployment and herme- 
neutical reinterpretation of these rules will also tell us something about 
the nature of the Vedantic philosophical enterprise and emphasise its 
hermeneutical substance. Setting the stakes so high (perhaps too high), 
I shall begin with an elaboration of Viniyogakarandni, the first set of 
rules for interpretation, originally conceived and employed in Piirva- 
Mimamsa but later reemployed in Vedanta philosophy. 





> More on the problem of reason and revelation and on other authors writing about it, see 
in Halbfass (1983: 27 — 84). It should be noted that Sankara’s methods of interpretation from 
both a philosophical and some technical aspects were studied also by Clooney (1992, 1994), 
Rambachan (1992) and Modi (1943). 

* The term Sadvidhalingdani is used in Veddntasdra [(ed.) K. Sundararama Aiyer (1911: 
97)]. 
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2. Viniyogakdrandni in Pirva-Mimamsa 


The first set of rules for interpretation is a set of six rules called 
Viniyogakaranani, which was conceived in the ritual philosophy of 
Pirva-Mimamsa. These six means are enumerated in Mimadmsa-Sitra 
3.3.14 and they are: 1. direct assertion (sruti), 2. indicative power 
(liga), 3. syntactical connection (vdkya), 4. context (prakarana), 5. 
place (sthdna) and 6. name (samdakhydna). Sabara® (commentary on 
MimS 3.3.11, MimS 3.3.12 , MimS 3.3.13 and MimS 3.3.14) calls them 
Viniyogakarandni, or means for establishing application (usually of the 
verse in ritual, however rules are employed mostly in establishing the 
connection of subsidiaries to main ritual action). Jha translates the term 
viniyogakarana differently. In MimSBh 3.3.11 (Jha 1973 [I]: 445) he 
translates it first as “the means of determining the connection of sub- 
sidiaries”, and second, on the same page, as “the means of determin- 
ing the use of mantra®’. The translation is actually almost the same 
as the usage of mantra is subsidiary to the main ritual act. In Purva- 
Mimamsa (MimSBh 2.1.5) a general law is established that every act 
enjoined in Vedas brings a transcendental result which is unseen at 
first (apirva). In MimS 2.1.6 rites are divided into Primary (pradhdna) 
and Subsidiary (guna). A Primary Act directly leads to a transcendent 
result (aparva) while the Subsidiary helps the Primary’. Throughout 
Sabara’s commentary on MimS, Viniyogakdrandni are mostly used as a 
tool for establishing which parts of sacrifice are subsidiary and how the 
subsidiaries should be used in ritual. On the other hand, Sankara calls 
them valid means of knowledge (pramdna) in BSBh 3.3.25. He employs 
them exclusively as tools for interpretation of the Upanisads (and some- 
times Brahmanas, as will be shown) in some parts of his commentary 
on Brahma-Sitras. BSBh 3.3 is where Sankara uses Viniyogakdrandani 
with greatest regularity, and no wonder, since BS 3.3 (Upasamhdara) 
deals mostly with establishing which meditations from Upanisadic or 
Brahmana texts are the same in order to combine and use them in medi- 
tation. Upasamhara, or the combination of texts, is in a way similar to 





5 Sabara’s commentary, dated by Nakamura (2004: 153) at around 550 AD, is the oldest 
preserved commentary on MimS. 

® Later on in the text Jha translates viniyogakdrana again as the “means of determining 
the connection of subsidiaries”(1973 [I]: 447, 448, 449 [MimSBh 3.3.12, 13, 14]). 

T MimS 3.1.2: §esah pararthatvat / (“The auxiliary is an <auxiliary> because it serves the 
purposes of another.” Tr. Jha 1933[I]: 337) 
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the procedure described in Mimamsd-Sitras 2.4.8 — 32 where the ques- 
tion arises of what to do with the same sacrifices appearing in differ- 
ent recensions of the Veda. MimS discusses the basic principle that the 
same act in different recensions of text is truly one and the same, despite 
belonging to different branches of Vedic learning. 

MimS 3.3.14 determines the hierarchy among the six principles of 
determining the connection of subsidiaries if more than one of such 
means appears in the same textual passage. MimS 3.3.14 reads: sruti 
lingavakyaprakaranasthanasamakhyanam samavaye pdradaur balyam 
arthaviprakarsat /*. When more than one of these principles are present 
in the same text, the strongest is sruti, or direct assertion. If there is a 
direct statement about the nature of the passage, this should be recog- 
nised as the correct meaning. Liviga or indicative power is weaker, fol- 
lowed by syntactical connection, context and place, while name (of the 
text or sacrifice) is the weakest principle. Sabara, in his commentary on 
MimsS 3.3.14, describes all possible conflicts with examples of usage of 
the text in ritual. This part of Sabara’s commentary is invaluable for un- 
derstanding how these principles were used in Pirva-Mimamsia. Sabara 
in his commentary on MimS 3.3.14. takes the example of an injunc- 
tion from Maitrayani-samhita 3.2.4 which says: aindryd garhapatyam 
upatisthate / (“One should worship gdrhapatya [householder’s fire] 
with aindri verse.”). Here we have a direct statement that the fire should 
be worshipped with aindri verse. However in the word aindri there is an 
indication (/iviga) that the god Indra should be worshiped with this verse 
together with the householder’s fire. Since direct assertion (sruti), — 
which is understood upon the mere hearing of the word — is stronger than 
indicative power, Sabara takes the interpretation that the fire should be 
worshipped with aindri verse as correct. The same hierarchy is present 
in the conflict between indicative power (liviga) and syntactical con- 
nection (vakya) where indicative power is stronger. Further in his com- 
mentary on MimS 3.3.14 Sabara describes the principle of syntactical 
connection (vakya) in two possible conflicts: that with indicative power 
(liiga) when syntactical connection is weaker, and that with context 
(prakarana) when syntactical connection is stronger. In the situation 
where indicative power is stronger than syntactical connection, Sabara 





§ Sandal (1980 [I]: 114) translates the sitra as: “In the common applicability of sruti, 
litiga, vakya, prakarana, sthana and samakhya, the weakness of the latter is by reason of the 
distance of the sense.” 
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takes the example of a passage from Taittirtya-Brahmana: syondm 
te sddanam krnomi / (TB 3.7.5.2.{10.]) ghrtdsya dhdraya susévam 
kalpayami / (TB 3.7.5.3.[1.])? and tasmint sidamfte prdatitistha / (TB 
3.7.5.3.[2.]) vrthinadm medha sumanasydémanah | (TB 3.7.5.3.[3.])"°. In 
following indicative power, the first part of this verse (TB 3.7.5.2.[10.] 
and TB 3.7.5.3.[1.]) should be used in the ritual of preparing the seat 
and the second part (7B 3.7.5.3.[2.] and TB 3.7.5.3.[3.]) for placing the 
corn cake on the seat because the words tdasmint sida (“Sit on it”, mean- 
ing the cake) have the power to indicate (liga) the act of placing the 
cake. Regarding the syntactical connection, the verse should be taken 
as a whole because there is a syntactical connection between the two 
parts, as the phrase tdsmint sida in the second part can be syntactically 
constructed with the sentence ending with susévam kalpayami. Sabara 
reconstructs this as “yat kalpayami tasmin sida’ (“Sit on what I am 
preparing”). In this case, the entire mantra should be used as a whole 
at both acts (the act of preparing the seat and placing of the cake). So, 
according to indicative power, the first two mantras should be used in 
the act of preparing the seat and the other in the act of placing the cake. 
According to syntactical connection, all four mantras should be used 
together in both acts because they form one syntactical whole. This is 
due to the concordance of the predicate kalpayami, which is constructed 
with the adverbial modifier of place tdsmint sida, making it a subordi- 
nate clause of place. 

Describing the conflict between syntactical connection and context, 
Sabara takes again an example from Tuittiriya Brahmana (TB 3.5.10.3. 
[4 —7]): agnisémav idam havir ajusetam (TB 3.5.10.3.[4]) dvivrdhetam 
mdho jydyo ‘kratam | (TB 3.5.10.3.[5]) indragni idém havir ajusetam | 
(TB 3.5.10.3.[6]) dvivrdhetam mdho jydyo ‘kratam / (TB 3.5.10.3.[7])". 
Sabara says that sentences where two sets of deities (Agni and Soma, 
Indra and Agni) occur are not syntactically connected. So, according to 
indicative power, the first sentence (7B 3.5.10.3.[4 — 5] with Agni and 
Soma) should be used in Paurnamasi sacrifice, while TB 3.5.10.3.(6—7) 
should be used in Amdvasya sacrifice. The question arises as to whether 





° Tam preparing you a comfortable seat and I am making it comfortable with a stream of 
ghee. 

0 Sit on it gleefuly and stay, o essence of rice. 

"’ Agni and Soma are pleased by this oblation, they both have grown in might and become 
superior; Indra and Agni are pleased by this oblation, they both have grown in might and be- 
come superior. 
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only the names of Agni and Soma should be withdrawn from Amdavasya 
sacrifice, and, accordingly those of Indra and Agni from Paurnamasi. 
The rest of the sentence (dvivrdhetém mdho jydyo ‘kratam /) should 
then be recited at both sacrifices whenever they appear. According to 
syntactical connection, this sentence should be connected to the names 
Agni and Soma or Indra and Agni, and should be recited only together 
with them as a subsidiary to given act. According to context, the rest 
of the sentence (dvivrdhetém mdho jydyo ‘kratam /), with the names 
Indra and Agni removed should be used in Paurnamasz ritual (also the 
sentence with Agni and Soma removed should be used in Amavasya 
ritual) because the same sentence is found in the context of both rituals. 

Sabara defines context in a rather complicated way: kartavyasyeti 
kartavyatakanksasya vacanam prakaranam / prarambho hi sa tasya 
vacanakriyayah, na esa vidhyadir vidhyantapeksah / In Jha’s (1973 [I]: 
448) translation: “Prakarana (context) is the declaration of what is to 
be accomplished and which stands in need of the procedure; it is the be- 
ginning (‘pra’) of the action (‘kriya’) of declaring; — this is also called 
‘yidhyadi’ (Beginning of Injunction) standing in need of (and taken 
along with) ‘vidhyanta’ (End or Sequel of Injunction).” 

So, Sabara continues, the principle of syntactical connection should 
be followed in the case of Paurnamasi and Amavasya offerings because 
it carries more authority than context. This is because of the remoteness 
of context to artha” (arthaviprakarsdat). Sabara distinguishes syntac- 
tical connection from context so that the completeness of a sentence 
is perceived directly when words are syntactically connected into one 
whole, while such a unity is not directly perceived in the case of con- 
text. Context is when a detail of a ritual act is found in close proximity 
to the main act which lacks this detail and is connected to it. Only then 
can the main act become complete. What is directly perceived is that the 
main act is incomplete and the detail is to be added. Therefore, syntacti- 
cal connection is nearer to direct assertion (Sruti) than context'*. Both 





® Sandal (1980 [I]: 114) translates artha as “sense”, Jha (1973 I: 449) as “final objective”. 

8 MimSBh 3.3.14: ity evam prapte briimah — prakarandd vakyam baliyah | katham? 
arthaviprakarsat / ko ‘trarthavipra — karsah? vakya ekaikam padam vibhajyamanam 
sakanksam bhavati, krtsnam paripiirnam bhavati, tatra pratyaksa ekavakyabhdavah, 
prakarane tv apratyaksah / katham? iti kartavyatakanksasya samipa upanipatitam 
purnam iti tasya prakrtasya sakanksatvam avagamyate, naikavakyabhitam ity anumiyate / 
ekavakyataya cabhidhanasamarthyam avakalpyabhihito ‘yam evam bhavatiti parikalpand / 
eso ‘trarthaviprakarsah, yad vakyasya samasann4 Srutih, prakaranasya viprakrsta / 
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in Sabara and Apadeva, key words to understanding the usage of the 
context principle are samipa (proximity) and akdnksa (need to supply 
a word or period for the completion of the sense) because words which 
enjoin auxiliarities which need to be supplied to the main act are to be 
found in proximity to it and connected to the main act". 


3. Viniyogakdrandni in early Vedanta 


After we have shown an example of the usage of direct assertion, 
indicatory power, syntactical connection and context in Sabara’s com- 
mentary on MimS, we shall move on to Sankara’s commentary on the 
Brahma-Sitras to see how these principles were adopted in Vedanta. 

The importance of Upanisadic interpretation in Vedanta is well 
known. The first of the four chapters of the Brahma-Sitras is solely 
devoted to the reconciliation of Upanisadic teachings. This procedure of 
reconciliation is called samanvaya, and it represents the cornerstone of 
Vedantic philosophical enterprise. Samanvaya is not the only exegeti- 
cal part of the Brahma-Sitras, as different exegetical portions are scat- 
tered throughout the whole text. Another important exegetical portion 
of the Brahma-Sitras is the third pdda of the third chapter (BS 3.3). 
The method of upasamhara, which comprises principles of combina- 
tions of Upanisadic texts, is employed here. In BS 3.3, it is established 
which text portions from the Upanisads and Brahmanas are the same 
and as such can be combined for the purpose of meditation. Throughout 
the chapters devoted to reconciliation (BS 1, samanvaya) and combina- 
tion (BS 3.3, upasamhdara), exegetical tools are employed both by the 
author(s) of the Brahma-Siatras'’ and by Sankara. These tools served in 





4 Kutumba Sastry (forth.) mentions Prakasatman’s definition of prakarana as “the capa- 
bility of two sentences, objects of which are contextual, on the basis of either mutual expectan- 
cy (akanksd) or expectancy on the part of any one of the two sentences”. (anyatarakanksaya 
itaretarakanksayd va vakyadvayasdmarthyam arabhydadhitavisayam prakaranam / tr. Kutum- 
ba Sastry) 

'S Traditionally Badarayana is considered to be the author of the BS. It is an old tradition, 
since Sankara most probably considered him the author. This is seen in his commentary on BS 
4.4.21, where he introduces the last sitra with these words: ata uttaram bhagavan badaradyana 
acaryah pathati / (“To this objection the reverend Badarayana replies in the following siitra.” 
Tr. Thibaut part II, 1896: 418). Today we are more inclined to consider the Brahma-Sitras to 
be the work of oral transmission, passed down and changed in Brahmanical circles for genera- 
tions. Nevertheless, some kind of redaction must have taken place around the Sth century AD 
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Vedanta as a means to correctly understand the texts. Here I shall try 
to present them together with an overview of their meaning, usage and 
history. I have chosen an example from Sankara’s commentary on the 
Brahma-Sutras 3.3.44 — 52, the so-called lingabhityastva-adhikarana. 
In Sanikara’s commentary, sdtras are grouped into topics according to 
the theme upon which they supposedly" elaborate; these topics, compris- 
ing one or more sutras, are called adhikaranas. As already mentioned, our 
sutras occur in BS 3.3, which is, besides the first chapter, the second great 
exegetical portion of the Brahma-Sitras. The method of upasamhara 
is presented in this sub-chapter, where different text portions from the 
Upanisads and Brahmanas are discussed in order to establish which text 
portions are the same or compatible for combined use in meditation’. The 
procedure of Upasamhdara is modelled on the Pirva-Mimamsa example 
of MimS 2.4.8 — 32. This is seen in Brahma-Sitra 3.3.1 which reads: 
sarvavedantapratyayam codanddyavisesat / ({The cognitions] intimated 
by all the Vedanta texts [are identical], on account of the non-difference 
of injunction and so on'’). The words codanddyavisesat are a reference 
to MimS 2.4.9, which reads ekam vad samyogaripacodandkhydavisesat | 
(In reality, the Act is one only, because of there being no difference in 
[1] connection, [2] form, [3] injunction, and [4] name’’). The parallelism 
here is striking: in Pirva-Mimamsa, the same rites described in different 
recensions which belong to a particular Vedic branch of the same text 
are one and the same, and in Vedanta the same meditations in different 
Upanisads are one and the same and can be combined. Here we can see 
the parallelism of the usage of rites in PM and meditations in Vedanta 
and a similar methodology of establishing their proper usage. It should 
also be stressed that the same acts are described with minor differences 
in different recensions of the same ritual literature, while in different 
Upanisads there are similar texts and teachings in which the differences 





according to Nakamura (1983: 436 — 437), who also claims that the oldest parts (BS 1.1 — 3 
and 3.3) must be pre-Christian era. 

'© The Brahma-Siitras are usually so brief that they verge on incomprehensibility. Even 
Sankara and RamAnuja interpret some sitras like 3.3.43(44) in a completely different fashion, 
also placing them in different adhikaranas. Modi (1943) tried to interpret the original meaning 
of siitras 3.2 and 3.3. using philological methods. In this way he came to a radically different 
interpretation from the ancient interpreters. 

' For a further elaboration of upasamhdara, its philosophical and hermeneutical implica- 
tions, the relation between PM and Vedanta, see Clooney 1994. 

'S Transl. Thibaut part II, 1896: 184. 

' Transl. Jha 1933[]]: 324. 
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are much greater. This is because of independent oral transmission of the 
same stories by different Brahmanical communities out of which the final 
text versions of the Upanisads were later established. Because of this, the 
method of upasamhara had to be employed by later Vedantic interpreters 
in order to establish which meditations are the same and which are not. 
Another important parallelism of Vedantic and PM exegesis can be seen 
in BS(Bh) 3.3.5, where a combination of meditations is to be effected 
where there is no difference in application in the same way as subsidiaries 
described in different text are combined if they belong to the same rite. 

As upasamhara is employed throughout whole sub-chapter I shall 
refer to BS 3.3 as Upasamhdara; in the same manner, | shall refer to 
the first chapter of the Brahma-Sitras as Samanvaya according to the 
method of samanvaya or reconciliation of the Upanisadic passages em- 
ployed there. It can be preliminarily said that the procedures followed in 
Upasamhara are reminiscent of the procedures followed in MimS. The 
texts used in the Brahma-Sitras 3.3 as a template for meditation are 
reminiscent of the usage of ritual subsidiaries and their connection to 
the main ritual act in Purva-Mimamsa. 

Upasamhara, with its 66 sitras”, is the most voluminous pada in 
the entire text. According to Nakamura (1983: 436), Upasamhara be- 
longs to the oldest textual strata of BS*'. The third chapter (adhydya) 
elaborates upon spiritual praxis (sadhana). Different concepts (vidya) 
of Brahman from the Upanisads are used as a template for meditation. 
These concepts (vidyds) are considered in BS as a template for contem- 
plation on their object’. For such conceptions, BS uses several terms 
such as vidya (knowledge), vijfidna (reflection), updsana (worship), 
and dhyana (meditation). According to BS, vidyd is a dedication of the 
mind” to Brahman. This can be understood, at least in some contexts, 
as “meditation”. For Sankara, the term vidyd holds the same meaning as 
updasana. Sankara claims that the verbal roots (VID (2) and upavAS (3) 
are used in the same way in the Upanisads™, and cites examples from 
ChU 4.4.4, 4.2.2 and 3.18.1 to prove this. Saikara also defines updsana 





© Sankara’s and Bhaskara’s redaction have 66 sitras, while Ramanuja’s has 64. 

"1 According to Nakamura (1983: 436), the first three pddas of the first chapter alongside 
with third pdda of the third chapter were compiled prior to the Christian era. 

»? That object is usually Lord, Isvara (BSBh 3.3.59). 

3 BS 1.1.25 (...) ceto’ rpananigadat tatha hi darsanam / 

4 BSBh 4.1.1 vidyupdstyoh ca vedantesu avyatirekena prayogo drsyate / (pp. 460, 14f) 
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(BSBh 4.1.7 ) as “setting up a current of similar thoughts’””® . 


3.1. Principles of sruti, linga, vakya and prakarana 
in BS 3.3.44 — 52 


BSBh 3.3.44 — 52 comprises nine sutras. These form the 29th 
adhikarana, called liigabhityastva-adhikarana, or topic, which deals 
with the account of the abundance of indicatory marks. Adhikarana 
discusses Agni-rahasya, the fire-altar-mystery, from the 10th book of 
Satapatha-Brahmana. Sankara quotes parts of SB(M) 10.5.3.1 —3, where 
it is described how in the beginning there was only mind (manas)’. This 
mind beheld thirty-six thousand Arka-fires out of its own Self. These 
fires are composed of mind, and they are built up by mind. A doubt 
(samSaya) is expressed as to whether these mental fires are to be used 
as subsidiaries to rites or whether they exist only for meditation (vidya). 
Sankara claims that, according to the context (prakarana), it could be 
explained that mental fires are to be used in sacrificial rite because they 
appear in ritual context. But there is, according to Sankara, an abun- 
dance of indicatory marks (/iriga) according to which the Arka-fires are 
meant for meditation (vidya). As indicatory power (liga) is more au- 
thoritative than context (prakarana), the fires should be used as mental 
acts not connected to the sacrificial act, but rather to meditation (vidya). 
For Sankara, the indication that the text is meant for meditation and 
not for ritual can be seen in sentences like the one in SB [M] 10.5.3.3: 
tadyatkimcemani bhitani manasa samkalpdyanti tésdmeva sa kr tif?’ 
and in SB [M] 10.5.3.12: tdn haitdn evam vide sarvada sdrvani bhiiténi 
cinvanty dpi svdpate vidydyd haivaitd evam vidascitaé bhavanti®. Lingas 
in these sentences seems quite obvious, and Sankara probably does not 
feel that it is important to elaborate upon them further. Later, follow- 





°5_ BSBh. 4.1.7 upasdnam nama samdnapratyayapravahakaranan/ (pp. 470, 9) 

6 Ty, Gambhirananda (1965: 831) 

27 SB(M) 10.5.3.1 — 2 actually interprets RS 10.129, the famous Nasadiya-sitkta, where it 
is said that in the beginning It was neither existent nor non-existent. SB claims that manas was 
that which was neither existent nor non-existent. 

°8 “And whatever it is that (living) beings here conceive in their mind that was done re- 
garding those (mental Agnis)”. (Tr. Eggeling 1897: 376) 

29 «and all beings at all times build them for him who knows this, even whilst he is 
asleep...” (Tr. Eggeling 1897: 380) 
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ing BS 3.3.49°°, he finds even a direct statement (sruti) in the sentence 
te haite vidyacita eva>! (SB[M] 10.5.3.12), which says directly that fire 
altars are built by knowledge. Next, Sankara sees a syntactical con- 
nection” in the sentence vidyayd haivaita evamvidas cita bhavanti SB 
10.5.3.12 (“by knowledge alone these fires [altars] are indeed built for 
him who knows this.” [Tr. Eggeling 1897: 380]). 

In this example, we can see how Piirva-Mimamsa ritualistic techni- 
cal rules are used in a completely different fashion. In Pirva-Mimamsa 
they are used in establishing the connection of the subsidiary parts to 
the main rite, but in Vedanta they are used in an entirely opposite fash- 
ion. They are used in order to establish that the building of fire altars in 
Satapatha-Brahmana is not a subsidiary to any rite, but that it is rather 
a part of Vedantic spiritual practice (sadhana). These fire altars actually 
must be built mentally as a part of meditation. This is a good example 
of how Vedantins used Piirva-Mimamsa rules to fight their philosophi- 
cal ideas. 

It is interesting to note that Ramanuja does not place Sankara’s 
sutra 3.3.44 (3.3.43 in Ramanuja’s version of the Brahma-Sitras) 
in the adhikarana on Agni-rahasya, but rather considers it to form a 
separate adhikarana discussing Daharavidya from the Mahdanarayana- 
Upanisad. Ramanuja’s commentary on the Brahma-Sitra also contains 
adhikarana on Agni-Rahasya, but it begins with the next s#tra and ends 
with the same sitra with which Safkara’s commentary ends. Accord- 
ing to Faddegon (1923), Ramanuja’s commentary on BS 3.3 better pre- 
serves the old structure of Upasamhara, which in his opinion originally 
dealt with the nine principal vidyas from the Chdndogya-Upanisad, 
which appear in the commentary texts of both Sankara and Ramanuja in 
the same succession in which they appear in the Chandogya-Upanisad** 
(Udgitha-Vidya [ChU 1.2], Sandilya-vidya [ChU 3.14], Purusa-Vidya 
[ChU 3.16], Upakosala-Vidya (ChU 4.10), Prana-Vidya [ChU 5.1], 
Pancagni-Vidya [ChU 5.10.1ff], Vaisvanara-Vidya [ChU 5.11ff], Sad- 
Vidya [ChU 6] and Dahara-Vidyd [ChU 8.1ff]). The rest of the sitras 
served, according to Faddegon, as auxiliaries to the main vidyds. Ac- 





*® Siitra 3.3.49 reads: srutyddibaliyastvac ca na bddhah. Because of the words srutyddi 
and baltyastva it is obvious that sitra refers to MimS 3.3.14. 

| “These fires (altars), in truth, are knowledgebuilt” (Tr. Eggeling 1897: 380) 

» tathd vakyam api ‘vidyayd haivaita evamvidds cité bhavanti’ iti / 

33 In the same way as Chdndogya and other Upanisadic passages appear in their regular 
succession in Samanvaya as discovered by Deussen (1883: 129 — 131). 
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cording to Faddegon’s analysis, it can be deduced that siitra 3.3.44 
(3.3.43 in Ramanuja’s edition), which mentions the linga principle, 
originally served as an auxiliary discussion to Dahara-Vidyd, as it 
serves in Ramanuja’s commentary. 

It can be said that the context rule (prakarana) is used quite often in 
both BS and Sankara’s commentary. The word prakarana occurs seven 
times in the Brahma-Sitras, three times in Samanvaya (1.2.20, 1.3.6, 
1.4.5), two times in Upasamhara (3.3.7, 3.3.45) and two times in the 
last chapter (4.4.3*4 and 4.4.17). In all cases except the last (BS 4.4.17), 
prakarana is used in a strict exegetical context and can be understood 
as one of the six Viniyogakdrandni. Sankara uses the word prakarana 
around 109 times® in his commentary on BS. It occurs around 40 times 
in Samanvaya and 30 times in Upasamhara. In other cases, the word 
occurs mostly in exegetical contexts or in the context of discussion with 
Piirva-Mimamsi as in BSBh 3.4.3. There Sankara fights the idea that 
the Self (atman) is subservient to ritual (karmasesa). Sankara claims 
that Gtman is never mentioned in the texts in the context of rites. A simi- 
lar claim is made by Sankara in BSBh 3.4.9, where he says that neither 
context nor others’ Viniyogakdrandni are discernible in the text, which 
might prove that knowledge of Brahman may be subsidiary to rites. 


3.2. Linga in BS(Bh) 


The principle of indication (/iiga) occurs very often both in the 
Brahma-Siitras and in Sankara’s commentary. In BS it is used six times 
in Samanvaya (BS 1.1.22, 1.1.31, 1.3.15, 1.1.35, 1.4.17°°, 1.4.20) and nine 
times in other parts of the text (BS 2.3.13, 2.3.15, 3.2.26, 3.3.44, 3.4.34, 
3.4.39, 4.1.2, 4.3.4, 4.4.21). According to ancient commentators, the 
word liriga is not used as an indicatory mark only in BS 3.2.113’. Saikara 
uses the principle of the indicatory mark in two ways in commenting 





** Although this chapter is not exclusively exegetical, siitra 4.4.3 discusses Chandogya- 
Upanisad 8.12.3. 

35 According to a word search. In certain cases, as with two occurrences in BSBh 3.3.7, 
Sankara simply cites the sitra when he mentions prakarana. 

© Here, the opponent uses the /iiga rule according to which KsU 4 speaks about the indi- 
vidual soul because of the indicatory marks present in the words jiva and mukhyaprana found 
in the text. 

37 This sdtra also contains the word sthana. However, commentaries do not regard both of 
the words sthdna or liga as referring to Viniyogakarandani. 
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on these satras — sometimes in a strictly exegetical context in discuss- 
ing some problem in the text, and sometimes in a discussion on some 
topic important to Vedantic philosophy. In such cases, he uses lirga to 
interpret Upanisadic statements he uses as valid means of knowledge in 
discussion. 

I shall start with one example of the latter kind of usage, where 
Upanisadic exegesis is used to provide evidence for certain Vedantic 
philosophical teachings. For instance BS(Bh) 4.4.17 — 22 (the last 
adhikarana, so called jagadvydpara-adhikarana) discusses whether 
those who attend conditioned Brahman (saguna-brahman) acquire un- 
limited power (niravagraha-aisvarya) or not. Following sutra 4.4.21, 
Sankara claims that in Kausitaki-Upanisad 1.7°° and in BAU 1.5.20 
(“All beings favor that divinity, so to him who know this all beings 
show favour*” [Trans]. Hume 1921: 90]) and 1.5.23 (“Thereby he wins 
complete unity with that divinity and residence in the same world*”’. 
[Trans]. Hume 1921: 91]) one can find indicatory marks that the one 
attending saguna-brahman does not possess powers equal to him. Ac- 
cording to Sankara, these citations provide indications that those who 
know conditioned Brahman attain only enjoyment equal to conditioned 
Brahman. 

A second example of the use of the indicatory mark comes from 
BS(Bh) 1.1.22, where Jiviga is used in strict textual exegesis. BS(Bh) 1.1.22 
forms an adhikarana (akasa-adhikarana) discussing whether Space 
(aGkasa) from Chandogya-Upanisad 1.9 is Brahman or something else. 
The siitra reads only “Space, because of the indicatory mark of that*!”’. 
According to Sankara and all other commentators, the sitra actually 
states that the Space from ChU 1.9 is Brahman, since the text contains 
indicatory marks supporting such a claim. The principal Upanisadic 
sentence that proves such a mark can be found in CAU 1.9.1 (“Clearly, 
it is from space that all these beings arise, and into space that they are 
finally absorbed; for space indeed existed before them and into space 





38 Sankara actually cites: tam Ghdpo vai khalu miyante loko sav iti /, According to the 
Limaye-Vadekar edition, KsU 1.7 reads: tam dha apo vai khalu me lokam / ayam te ‘sav iti / 
The text in the Limaye-Vadekar edition does not contain the indication mark which Saikara’s 
quotation provides. 

»® BAU 1.5.20: yathaitéim devatam sarvani bhitdény avanty evam haivamvidam sarvani 
bhiitany avanti / 

4 BAU 1.5.23: teno etasyai devatayai sdyujyam salokatam jayati / 

41 BS 1.1.22: akagas tal lingat / 
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they finally end*””’. [Transl. Olivelle 1998: 181]). As it is known that all 
beings originate from supreme Brahman, it is clear that the Space from 
which all beings originate must be the supreme Brahman. This example 
makes it quite clear what linga is and how it is used. It is not a direct 
statement, which would say clearly that Space is Brahman. By rather 
ascribing Brahman’s qualities to Space, it is clearly indicated that Brah- 
man is Space. This usage is in accordance with Sabara’s definition of 
liga as the “power or capacity of a word to denote a certain thing’. 
These examples are interesting, as they show clearly how Mimamsa 
tools of ritual interpretation are used by Vedantin and applied to textual 
exegesis in order to find the real meaning of the text. 


3.3. Linga and vakya(?) in BS 1.4.19 — 20 


Aninteresting example of possible Vedantic usage of Viniyogakaranani 
is seen in Brahma-sitras 1.4.19 — 20, where words vdakya and linga oc- 
cur in the satras themselves. The so-called Vakyanvaydad-adhikarana 
consists of four Satras discussing whether Brhaddranyaka-Upanisad 
2.4 and 4.5, the famous conversation of Yajfiavalkya and Maitreyt, 
speaks of supreme Self or lower, cognising Self. Brahma-Sitra 1.4.19 
reads only vakydnvayat, in Thibaut’s (part I, 1890: 274) translation: 
“(The Self to be seen, to be heard &c. is the highest Self) on account 
of the connected meaning of the sentences”. In Saikara’s commen- 
tary on the opening sitra (BS 1.4.19), the opponent makes the objec- 
tion that Maitreyi-Brahmana of BAU speaks of the lower cognising Self 
lower Self is indicated by the word dear (priya) (BAU [K] 2.4.5/4.5.6) 
which also indicates enjoyment. 

Answering to this objection, Safikara describes how mutually con- 
nected Upanisadic passages refer only to the supreme Self. This is the 
part where he likely uses the principle of vakya. He claims that if the 





® CAU 1.9.1: sarvani ha va imani bhiitény Gkasad eva samutpadyanta Gkasam pratyastam 

* Jha 1933: 450; MimSBh 3.3.14: yat tavac chabdasyartham abhidhdtum samarthyam, tal 
lingam... 

“ Tn Gambhirananda’s translation (1965: 282): “(The Self to be realized, heard of, reflect- 
ed on, and profoundly meditated upon is the supreme Self), because (this is meaning gathered) 
from the correlation of the passages.”, Deussen (1887: 237): “Wegen des Zusammenhanges 
der Stelle.” 
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entire section is seen as connected, it must refer to the supreme Self 
only. The passages should not be seen as disconnected parts, but as syn- 
tactically connected. This can be seen from the Yajfiavalkya’s claim that 
there is no hope of immortality through wealth (BAU [K] 2.4.2, 4.5.3: 
amrtatvasya tu nasasti vittena /). Maitreyi asks for knowledge about im- 
mortality (BAU [K] 2.4.3, 4.5.4: yenadham nadmrta syam kim aham tena 
kuryam / yad eva bhagavan veda tad eva me brihi /). As the question 
is about immortality, the answer must be the teaching that gives im- 
mortality, and it must be only a teaching of the supreme Self. Next, he 
quotes other sentences like “all that is nothing but the self” (tr. Olivelle 
[1998: 69,129])* and the illustration with the drum (BAU [K] 2.4.7/ 
4.5.8) by which the Upanisad shows the non-difference of all aggregates 
of things from the Self**. Also, passages like “Rgveda... all this are the 
exhalation of this Immense being” (tr. Olivelle [1998: 69,129])*” show 
that when the Upanisad speaks of the Self which is the source of the 
manifoldness of name, form and action, it can only be referring to the 
supreme Selfx*®”. 

As all these passages come in regular succession, it can be under- 
stood that ancient Vedantic exegetes saw them as being syntactically 
connected. However, in Sankara’s exegesis, we do not see such a de- 
tailed analysis of concord as in Sabara. Here, we see a looser connec- 
tion based on purport and not so much on syntactical relations in the 
sentence extended to the whole passage. The best presumption is that 
Sankara understands vakya as the connection between the question of 
immortality and the answer, which must be about something that brings 
immortality. That something must necessarily be the supreme Self, be- 
cause other scriptures speak of the supreme Self as an entity through 
which one attains immortality. 

On the other hand, the vakya might refer only to the “sentence”, and 
vdakyanvayat might mean only a correlation of sentences in the sense 
that the question of immortality necessarily produces a correlated an- 
swer concerning immortality. This is actually more reminiscent of the 
use of the principle of context in Pirva-Mimamsa. Sankara further 





4 BAU [K] 2.4.6/4.5.7: idam sarvam yad ayam Gtma / 

4 sarvasya vastujatasyatmavyatirekam... p.170,7 

47 BAU [K] 2.4.10/4.5.11: asya mahato bhiitasya nihsvasitam etad yad rgvedah.../ 

48 prakrtasyatmano ndmariipakarmaprapancakdaranatém vydcaksdGnah paramadtmandm 
enam gamayati / p.170,10f 
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states: “If we consider the different passages in their mutual connex- 
ion, we find that they all refer to highest Self.” (Thibaut part I, 1890: 
275). It can be said that if the vakya principle was used here, it was 
used in a somewhat loosened style, more similar to the context defined 
in the Pirva-Mimamsa as the mutual expectancy of different passages 
in the text. This expectancy can be seen in the question of immortal- 
ity’ expectancy of an answer concerning immortality. One indication 
that the word vakya may refer to Viniyogakarandni is the usage of the 
linga principle in the following sitra, which refers to the ancient teacher 
Asmarathya”. The sitra dedicated to his interpretation says that the ful- 
filment of the declaration is an indicatory mark (/iriga) that the pas- 
sage is about the supreme Self. Most probably, it refers to the promise 
that everything will be known when the Self will be known, as Sankara 
claims. Bhaskara also claims that the beginning of BAU 2.4 and 4.5 
refers to the individual Self, which is an enjoyer, but on account of the 
connection with the next passage, which refers to the same Self bearing 
the properties of the supreme Self, the purport of the passage is a teach- 
ing about the supreme Self. Otherwise the passages would be lacking in 
continuity and the promise would not be fulfilled.*! 


3.4. Concluding remarks on the usage of Viniyogakdranani in 
early Vedanta 


The last two Viniyogakaranani, place (sthana) and name (samakhyana), 
are used neither in the Brahma-Siitras nor in Sankara’s commentary. Only 
three Brahma-Sutras contain the word sthdna (1.2.14, 3.2.11 and 3.2.34), 
but these words most probably do not refer to Viniyogakaranani. Ancient 





” vaikyam hidam paurvadparyendveksyamdnam paramdtmdGnamprati anvitdévayavam 


laksyate / 

50 Agmarathya appears along with Alekhana in ApSS, BharSS i HirSS. Audulomi and 
Asmarathya also appear in the Bhdradvajaparisista-Siitras. Because of this, Parpola (1981) 
concludes that they are Yajurvedic teachers belonging to the Bhdradvdja and Apastamba 
schools. What is interesting is the appearance of the same quotations attributed to ASmarathya 
and Alekhana in BharGS 1.20 in the Hiranyakesagrhya-Siitras (1.25.3 — 4) under the names 
of Atreya i Badarayana. The same quotations appear in the Baudhdyanagrhya-Sitras (1.7.47 — 
48) under the names of Baudhayana and Salikhi. The quotations of Asmarathya and Alekhana 
from ApSS appear in the Samavedic Latyayanasrauta-Sitras 1.4.13 — 15 as the teachings of 
Gautama and Sindilya. From this, it is clear that the same sentences and teachings are attrib- 
uted to certain teachers authoritative for certain branches of Vedic learning. 

5! yakyam asambandham syat pratijfia ca na siddhyet / BSBh(Bh) p. 81, 2f. 
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commentators on BS confirm such a claim. The word samdakhydna does not 
even appear in BS. However, in BS 3.3.8, there is a discussion as to wheth- 
er the Udgitha-vidyas” from ChU 1.2 and BAU 1.3 are the same or not. 
Sankara’s commentary claims that they are different. One of the arguments 
that they are different is the difference in the context (prakarana) in which 
these texts appear. Safikara claims that there is a difference at the outset, 
since Chandogya begins with the claim that one should venerate Udgitha 
as the syllable om. According to Sankara, the purport of the Udgitha- 
Vidya in ChU is that breath (prana) should be regarded as the syllable om, 
which forms a part of Udgitha, so the term Udgitha in ChU means only 
om, the initial part of Udgitha. On the other hand, in BAU 1.3.2 the one 
who sings a Saman chant is identified as breath (prana), which means that 
breath is singing the Udgitha, while in ChU breath is Udgitha; also, in 
BAU, Udgitha means the whole Saman chant, not only the chanting of the 
syllable om. In the next siitra (BS 3.3.8), there is an objection that, owing to 
the same name, the vidyds should be the same. However, this is overruled 
by Sankara, not only because the context is stronger, but with the strong 
argument that the name “Udgitha-Vidya’” is not originally found in the text, 
but that common people had applied this name to it at a later time. This re- 
mark by Sankara’s might be an indication that the principle of samakhyana 
was used by the opponent. There is something interesting worth noting in 
this discussion. Vedantic meditation (vidya) in BS 3.3 shows some clear 
parallels to the role of rites in Pirva-Mimamsa. One clear analogy to the 
Pirva-Mimamsi sacrificial act in this adhikarana can be seen in Sankara’s 
commentary on BS 3.3.8 where he says that Darsapurnamasa (Vedic rites 
performed on the occasion of new and full moons) and Agnihotra (morn- 
ing and evening libations) are sometimes called Kathaka because they 
are described in texts belonging to the Kathaka branch, however they are 
not considered by anyone to be the same sacrifices. This is a clear ref- 
erence to MimS 2.4.11, where it is said that Darsaparnamasa, Agnihotra 
and Jyotistoma may be called Kathaka, but that this does not mean they 
should be treated as same act. Safikara’s argument that the name “Udgitha- 
Vidya’ cannot be used as proof that both are same meditations because 
the title “Udgitha-Vidya’ was later applied by humans is also grounded in 
the Mimamsa-Satras. MimS 2.4.12 actually claims that Darsaparnamasa, 





*° Udgitha-Vidyaé is meditation on Udgitha, the second part of a ritual chant, Saman. 
Udgitha is sung by an Udgdtr priest, and is introduced with the chanting of the syllable om. 
% ChU 1.1.1: om ity etad aksaram udgitham upasita / 
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Agnihotra and Jyotistoma, although called Kathaka, cannot be considered 
to be the same act since the name Kathaka is not found in the original texts 
dealing with sacrifice, but was later applied by people. 

A clear analogy of meditation in Vedanta and ritual in Pirva-Mimamsa 
can be seen in Sankara’s™ remark in BSBh 3.3.7 that the Udgitha-Vidyas 
differ because of the difference in their contexts in the same manner that 
sacrifices Abhyudayesti and Pasukamesti from MimS 6.5.1 — 9 differ due 
to their contexts. These sacrifices, described in Taittirtya-Samhita 2.5.5.2, 
show some similarities. However, Abhyudayesti belongs to the context of 
darsapurnamdsa (new and full moon sacrifices) while Pasukamesti is a 
kamya rite (optional sacrifice, performed in order to obtain something de- 
sirable) performed in order to acquire cattle. Pasukamesti is an independ- 
ent rite with its own results, while Abhyudayesti is performed in order 
to abolish the mistake of wrongly calculating the date when to sacrifice 
milk in Darsapiirnamasa sacrifice. Another clear analogy of the usage of 
rites in PM and meditation in Vedanta can be seen in BS(Bh) 3.3.5, where 
it is said that the same meditations are to be combined in the same way 
that subsidiaries described in different ritual texts are to be combined if 
they belong to the same rite. To establish if Upanisadic texts are the same, 
Vedantins have sometimes, as described, used PM devices originally used 
to establish connections of subsidiaries to the main ritual act. 

From these examples, one can see parallels between vidyd in early 
Vedanta and the role played by ritual in Pirva-Mimamsa. Just as in 
MimS, there are discussions as to whether some rites are the same or 
not, and in BS there are similar discussions about meditation. This argu- 
ment might be used in favour of Bronkhorst’s ideas on the relation of 
early Vedanta to Pirva-Mimamsa, which will be briefly described in 
the conclusion of this paper. 





4 Same example one can find in Ramanuja and Bhaskara. 
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4. Sadvidhalingani, or means of establishing the meaning of the text 


As I have already described the six principles of Sadvidhalingani in 
some detail in my earlier article “Aspects of Early Upanisadic Exege- 
sis”, I shall only note some of their basic traits and say something more 
than in the previous article on the principle of upakramopasamhara, 
which bears some similarities to prakarana (context). 

Sadvidhalingani are: beginning and end (upakramopasamhara), 
repetition (abhydsa), novelty (apirvatd), result (phala), explanation of 
meaning (arthavdda) and fitness/analogy (upapatti). It is not plausible 
to claim that these are also borrowed from Purva-Mimamsa, as some 
authors have claimed>>. These rules are used in BS, but also in Sankara’s 
commentaries on the Brahma-Sitras and the Brhadaranyaka-Upanisad. 
As far as I know, the earliest text where Sadvidhalingani are enumerated 
together is Madhva’s commentary on BS 1.1.4 (BSBh[M] vol. II, pp. 2), 
where Madhva quotes an untraceable verse from Brhatsamhita® (uktam 
ca brhatsamhitayam): 


upakramopasamhdaravabhyaso ‘pirvataphalam | 


arthavadopapatti ca lingam tatparyanirnaye // 


In determining the theme, the indications are: beginning and end, 


repetition, novelty, result, explanation of meaning and fitness/analogy. 


The next text where these six means are enumerated is the 16th cen- 
tury Vedantasdra, where the same verse is quoted as an introduction to 





°° Rambachan (1992: 41) claims that these principles were borrowed from Pirva- 
Mimamsa. As I have as of yet been unable to locate any of these principles in MimS, MimSBh 
of Sabara, and the works of Kumarila, we have no reason to claim that they came from Ptrva- 
Mimamsa. Even if such principles appear in later Pirva-Mimamsa texts, it would not be right 
to claim that they are taken from there, as Sankara and the Brahma-Sitras predated these 
authors. 

°° T was unable to find this verse in GRETIL’s electronic text of Brhatsamhita http://fiin- 
dolo.sub.uni-goettingen.de/gretil/1_sanskr/6_sastra/8_jyot/brhats_u.htm (last visit 25th Feb- 
ruary 2012). Mesquita (2008: 534) enumerates 11 untraceable quotations from Brhatsamhita 
in Madhva’s Brahmasitra-Bhasya (BSBh{M]). As Mesquita used an edition of BSBh(M) 
which was unavailable to me, I was unable to establish if one of these 11 quotations was the 
one discussed above using the edition available to me. For a detailed study of Madhva’s fabri- 
cated quotations, see Mesquita (2000, 2008). 
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a detailed analysis of all six means. Here is a brief description of the 
six principles: 


a) Upakramopasamhara: unity of the meaning of a passage follows 
from the concord of its beginning and end*’. 

b) Abhydsa (repetition rule) occurs both in BS and Sankara’s BSBh. For 
example, BS 1.1.12, BSBh 4.4. 

c) Phala is the rule according to which the purpose of the text estab- 
lishes its purport. For instance, BS 3.3.59 prescribes that different 
meditations can be combined if they have the same result. 

d) Apurvatd (apurvatva) can be found in BS 3.4.21 in the context of the 
discussion about Udgitha in ChU 1. There, it is proven that the text, 
because of its novelty, cannot be the only explanation of the meaning 
(arthavadda), which is a subsidiary to the sacrifice. 

e) Arthavada, explanation of meaning or eulogy. 

f) Upapatti occurs in BS(Bh) 1.2.2, 1.2.13, 1.3.9, 3.1.4, 3.1.22, 3.2.34, 
4.1.6, 4.3.8, 4.15.5, 3.2.38, 4.4.13. It is hard to decide whether it is 
used in the technical or normal sense of the word. However, it occurs 
regularly in an exegetical context. 


In Sankara’s works under consideration here, the most widely used 
rule is upakramopasamhara (beginning and end), which presents the 
sense of what has to be explained in the passage at the beginning and 
end of the passage. Sankara uses upakramopasamhara in his BSBh 12 
times®. In BSBh 1.1.31, Saikara defines upakramopasamhdra, saying 
that the unity of the meaning of a passage follows from the concord of 
its beginning and end. Sankara also uses the principle of beginning 





7 yakyasyopakramopasamharabhyam ekdarthatvavagamat pranaprajndabrahmalingdvagamic 


ca/ tasmad brahmavakyametaditi siddham / (BSBh 1.1.31) In Thibaut’s translation (part I, 1890: 
106): ‘*...from a comparison of the introductory and concluding passages we infer that the subject- 
matter of the whole chapter is one only, and as, on the other hand, we meet with characteristic 
marks of prana, prajna and Brahman in turns. It therefore remains a settled conclusion that Brah- 
man is the topic of the whole chapter.” 

* BSBh 1.1.31 (3x), 1.3.42, 1.4.14, 1.4.17 (2x), 2.4.20, 3.1.5 (although he uses here the 
words adi [beginning] 1 avasdna [end]), 3.3.36 (2x), 3.3.44. 

» yakyasyopakramopasamhdarabhyam ekarthatvavagamat pranaprajnabrahmalingdvagamdc 
ca / tasmad brahmavakyametaditi siddham / (BSBh 1.1.31 pp. 62, 15ff) In Thibaut’s translation 
(part I, 1890: 106): “...from a comparison of the introductory and concluding passages we infer 
that the subject-matter of the whole chapter is one only, and as, on the other hand, we meet with 
characteristic marks of prana, prajfia and Brahman in turns. It therefore remains a settled conclu- 
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and end in BAUBh 1.4.10 and 2.1.20. However, neither in Sankara nor 
in BS can we find all six principles enumerated together. Some of these 
words appear in BS,*! but it is quite difficult to decide whether these 
denote the principles of interpretation or whether they are used in the 
normal sense of the word. So it is unclear whether they were used as a 
six-member system of interpretation or as independent indications of 
correct interpretation. 

Here I shall briefly comment on the usage of upakramopasamhara 
in BS(Bh) 3.3.7, where its usage is very close to the context principle 
of Pirva-Mimamsa. Sutra 3.3.7, as described earlier, says that Udgitha- 
Vidya in ChU 1.1 and BAU 1.3 are different because they appear in dif- 
ferent contexts. Describing the context, Sankara uses the rule of con- 
cord of beginning and end to claim that the Udgitha from ChU 1.2.2 
(“So they venerated the High Chant as the breath®” [Tr. Olivelle 1998: 
171]) is not the whole SaGman but only the syllable om (which is a part 
of Saman). This is because it is said in the beginning of ChU that “Om 
— one should venerate the High Chant as this syllable®” (Tr. Olivelle 
1998: 171). As there should be concordance between the beginning 
and the end, in the sentence “So they venerated the High Chant as the 
breath” from ChU 1.2.2, it should be understood that the High Chant 
(Udgitha) is only the syllable om. If it were the whole Saman, then the 
beginning should be interpreted metaphorically, which is not plausi- 
ble. Sankara says that in one sentence (vdkya) the beginning should 
be in accordance with the end™. So, if the beginning clearly refers to 
Udgitha as a part of Saman, one should then interpret the end of chap- 
ter where it is not said directly whether the Gods venerated Udgitha as 
the whole Sdman or only as the syllable om. This whole discussion is 
held in the commentary where context (prakarana) is discussed, so it is 
clear that upakramopasamhara are used to describe the textual context 





sion that Brahman is the topic of the whole chapter.” 

® tathad ca §astram upakramopasamhdarayor virodhad asamafjasam kalpitam syat / 
(BAUBh pp. 671, 26f) 

6 Phala in BS 3.3.42, apiirvatva BS 3.4.21 upapatti in BS 1.2.2, 1.2.13, 1.3.9, 3.1.4, 3.1.22, 
3.2.34, 4.1.6, 4.3.8, 4.15.5, 3.2.38, 4.4.13. Saikara uses upakramopasamhdra quite frequently 
in his commentary. In this example, the principle is used by the objector, but in a number of 
cases it is also used by siddhantin. 

® ChU 1.2.2: te ha nadsikyam pranam udgitham upasamcakrire | 

6 ChU 1.1.1: om ity etad aksaram udgitham upasita / 

& BSBh 3.3.7: upakramdnurodhena caikasmin vakya upasamhdarena bhavitavyam / (pp. 
380, 21f) 
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in which the Udgitha-Vidyds occur. However, the word vdkya also ap- 
pears in Sankara’s claim that the beginning of a sentence should be in 
accordance with its end. This is interesting, since upakramopasamhdra 
appears in close proximity to vakya in one other place. This is BSBh 
1.4.19, which has already been discussed above. Here, the rule of be- 
ginning and end is used by Safkara’s opponent, claiming that BAU 2.4 
and 4.5 refers to lower Self, indicated by the word dear (priya) at the 
beginning (BAU [K] 2.4.5 and 4.5.6®) and by doership (BAU [K] 2.4.14, 
4.5.15°°) of the Self at the end of the text. That which is indicated at the 
beginning and at the end should be the purport of the passage. Sankara 
fights this idea with a siétra which claims vakydnvayat (“On account 
of the connected meaning of the sentences.” [Tr. Thibaut part I, 1890: 
274]). According to Sankara, as already described, the connected mean- 
ing of sentences indicates the supreme Self. If we can go so far as to 
say that in this satra “vakydnvaydat” means Pirva-Mimamsa principle 
of vakya, and that beginning and end mean the context, Sankara’s com- 
mentary is in accordance with the rule from MimS 3.3.14 that vakya 
(syntactical connection) is stronger than prakarana (context). One fur- 
ther indication that context has something to do with beginning and end 
can be found in Sabara’s definition of context, when he says that context 
is a declaration of what is to be accomplished and which stands in need 
of the procedure. He plays with etymology in saying that prakarana 
means the beginning (‘pra’) of the action (“kriya’) of declaring. This is 
also referred to as the beginning of injunction (‘vidhyddi’) standing in 
need of the end or sequel of Injunction (‘vidhyanta’). If it is possible to 
interpret this passage of Sankara’s commentary in this manner, this only 
corroborates the example from BSBh 3.3.7 from which is clear that both 
systems of interpretational principles are combined in Vedanta. 





® BAU (K) 2.4.5 and 4.5.6: na va are patyuh kamdya patih priyo bhavaty Gtmanas tu 
kamaya patih priyo bhavati... 
6 BSBh 1.4.19 citing BAU (K) 2.4.14 and 4.5.15: vijnataramare kena vijaniydt... 
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5. Conclusions 


The six principles of Viniyogakdrandni are taken from Pirva- 
Mimamsa and transferred to Vedanta. They are transformed in the 
Brahma-Sitras from the principles of determining the usage and con- 
nection of subsidiaries to the main ritual act into tools for establishing 
the correct interpretation of Upanisadic text. This clearly shows a shift 
from Piirva-Mimamsa ritual exegesis and hermeneutics to Vedantic tex- 
tual exegesis. This is because Viniyogakdrandani are used in establish- 
ing the “correct” meaning of the text. In our first case (BS[Bh] 3.3.44 
— 52), they are used to answer the question of whether the text should 
be used for ritual or for meditation. In other cases, they are used to es- 
tablish whether the text refers to supreme or lower Self in the case of 
BS(Bh) 1.4.19 — 22, or whether the Udgitha-Vidyds from BAU and ChU 
are the same and as such may be combined for meditation. Bronkhorst 
(2007a: 308), criticising Parpoka’s claims (1981 and 1994) that Piirva- 
Mimamsa and Vedanta (and MimS and BS) were originally one, claims 
that Vedanta attached itself to an older school of Vedic interpretation. 
Bronkhorst (2007a: 306) thinks that the Brahma-Sitras and its early 
commentaries lend the respectability of serious Vedic interpretation 
from Ptrva-Mimamsa, which is seen in the borrowing of the names of 
respectful ritual teachers from the Kalpa-Sitras and Mimamsa-Sitras, 
such as Jaimini, Audulomi and Asmarathya mentioned here, and others 
mentioned in other parts of BS°’. They were originally ritual teachers 
remembered as such in the Kalpa-Satras and MimS. As they were never 
mentioned in any Upanisadic context in ancient Indian literature besides 
in the Brahma-Sitras (where they sometimes appear in ritual context), 
Bronkhorst (2007a: 302) implies that their names were most probably 
borrowed by the newly-emerging Vedantic school of Upanisadic exege- 
sis in order to establish itself as a form of Mimamsa, but still remain 
part of the same Vedic tradition’. Vedanta surely borrowed the tools 
for Vedic interpretation originally used for ritual exegesis, then using 
them to speculate upon Brahman. One of the indications in favour of 
Bronkhorst’s claims that Vedanta attached itself to Pirva-Mimamsa can 





*’ For analysis of teacher quotation in Mimdmsd-Sitras and Brahma-Sitras see Bronk- 
horst (2007b: 62 — 77, 2007b: 295 — 307). 

6 Bronkhorst (2007a: 302 — 303) formulated this idea with some precaution mainly be- 
cause of incomprehensible style of Brahma-Sitras. 
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be seen in BS 3.3.1 (which is modelled upon MimS 2.4.9), where medi- 
tations take on the role played by rites in Pirva-Mimamsa. Bronkhorst 
did not analyse the tools for ritual interpretation, but our study might 
corroborate his conclusion that “...using these instruments to solidly 
anchor Vedantic ideas into the eternal Veda was an aim that gave rise to 
a new — or perhaps better: supplementary — school of Vedic interpreta- 
tion: the Uttaramimamsa” (Bronkhorst 2007b: 77). Here we must be 
careful and bear in mind that Vedantic speculation on the Upanisads 
can be traced very early. Even in the Upanisads themselves one can 
find different aspects of textual interpretation, from etymologies to full 
prose commentaries on some verses such as those in Brhaddranyaka- 
Upanisad (K and M) 1.5.5®, 1.2.28 and 5.14.3. These commentaries 
were obviously composed and inserted before the final redaction of 
the text was established. When the Upanisads were closed for further 
interpolations, Brahmanical circles most probably began to compose 
independent treatises on Upanisadic exegesis. Such efforts can be seen 
in BS 1.1 — 3 and 3.3, attributed by Nakamura to the pre-Christian era. 
The culmination of early speculations on Brahman and Upanisads must 
have been the Brahma-Sitras. This is most probably when the Piirva- 
Mimamsa rules and names of ritual teachers were employed. It is bet- 
ter to say that the rules for interpretation were reinterpreted in order 
to serve the Vedantic main purpose — knowledge of Brahman. This 
also fits into Nakamura’s thorough investigation of the appearance of 
Vedantic teachings in different types of ancient Indian literature (Na- 
kamura 1983: 131 — 366). Nakamura’s conclusion is that Vedanta as 
a distinct philosophical school appeared gradually and comparatively 
later than other schools of ancient Indian philosophy. This only means 
that, in the beginning, Vedanta was most probably restricted to closed 
limited Brahmanical circles, and that it gradually gained prominence. 
It could be argued that in this process Vedanta acquired some elements 
of the already established and respected school of Pirva-Mimamsa. Of 
course, Piirva-Mimamsa is a closer philosophical system to Vedanta 
than other schools, and it is legitimate to borrow, but also to build a 
whole new structure, setting the aim as high as one can imagine: to 
know Brahman. 





® Tt can be noted that Saikara calls this prose commentary “vyakhyana”. 
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Abbreviations: 
APSS.esccscsssssssssessesseeseeseees Apastamba-Srauta-Siitra 
AUK )pacecuastesessseacvesantesties Brhadaranyaka-Upanisad (Kanva) 
BAW (IW) casisisacatcancssacenseaae Brhadaranyaka-Upanisad (Madhyamdina) 
BAU Bs rinsopssistecsaneopastces Brhadaranyaka-Upanisad-Bhasya (Sankara) 
BASS cccocesssesncdeicreestisecion Bharadvaja-Grhya-Siitra 
BharSS....ccccescescesessesseeseeee Bharadvaja-Srauta-Siitra 
Ty Siacesteasandttsonncnttbantapwadacna erat Brahma-Sitra 
Bo ENN 2disee pdaseecipadueanaaidectaden Brahma-Sitra-Bhasya (Sankara) 
IS BCE) .cscacisandatinacasxiacnce Brahma-Sitra-Bhasya (Bhaskara) 
BSBA VD iessccsisctsszacseuuees Brahma-Sttra-Bhasya (Madhva) 
(TAU, iccnicnsaisstassnmancaishamanineys Chandogya-Upanisad 
HirSS..o..cecescsesseseeseeseeeeees Hiranyakega-Srauta-Sitra 
MIS scasssseectecncenersrthoenas Mimamsa-Sutra 
Wit Bisa ces sssecabssacbeenencates Mimamsa-Sitra-Bhasya (Sabara) 
PW cssicsseinasheitnsgnanndanmetedssitin Purva-Mimamsa 
1: nr ene Satapatha-Brahmana 
TTD je stiotleaioneitamuusateucuaiseasueyacionis Taittirlya-Brahmana @ 
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